Although the Dark Triad has begun to be studied extensively, little is known about which of the Dark Triad traits is more malevolent in organizational context. Therefore in this study in order to compare the effects of Dark Triad traits on work-related attitudes, the effects of the Dark Triad traits (i.e., narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy) on counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) (withdrawal, theft, and abuse) were examined. N= 244 employees participated in the study. Employees rated their own Dark Triad and CWBs. The results revealed that, in correlation analysis all the Dark Triad traits related to CWBs positively. Narcissism had the weakest correlation here (having only significant associations with withdrawal). However, according to the multiple regression findings, Machiavellianism and narcissism did not predict CWBs and only psychopathy predicted CWBs. Results were discussed and suggestions were made for further research. This study provided that comparing to narcissism and Machiavellianism, psychopathy could potentially be more malevolent in organizational context.
to reach their goals and if necessary they can lie, cheat or behave unethically to get their way. They usually have a cynical point of view towards human nature and therefore they don't easily share information about themselves which might hinder them from getting their way (Christie & Geis, 1970; Kessler et al., 2010; Rauthmann & Will, 2011) .
Psychopathy: Psychopathy is regarded by many researchers as a personality disorder due to its close relation with the antisocial personality disorder mentioned in DSM-V. Like narcissism, psychopathy is also usually studied at a subclinical level (Levenson, Kiehl, & Fitzpatrick, 1995) in the field of organizational psychology. Therefore, in this study psychopathy was also measured and examined at a subclinical level. It is difficult to define psychopathy, but the main features of psychopaths or psychopathic individuals are selfishness, aggressiveness, impulsiveness, lack of remorse, superficiality of human relations, and goal orientation Hare, 1993; Mathieu et al., 2014; Smith & Lilienfeld, 2013) .
Counterproductive Work Behaviors (CWBs)
Depending on the existing literature, it is possible to include many issues that can be considered among CWBs. The common point of these behaviors is that employees deliberately do harm to the organizations they work with or to the individuals in the organization in various ways. Due to the reasons such as personal (e.g., personality disorder, psychological problems, and personality traits), organizational (e.g., not being satisfied with management, perceived injustice, problems with colleagues, and supervisor dissatisfaction), employees could have behaviors in the workplace such as (Fox, Spector & Miles, 2001; Gruys & Sackett, 2003; Spector & Fox, 2005; Spector et al., 2006 ):
• Absenteeism, • Theft and similar behaviors, • Inappropriate physical (e.g., hitting, pushing, and engraving) and verbal (e.g., insulting and pranking) actions, • Abusing time and information, • Misusing company property, • Failure to follow directions, • Being rude to customers or colleagues All these behaviors are considered as CWBs.
Research Background
There is limited research on examining the effects of Dark Triad Traits on CWBs. Therefore, in order to understand the possible consequences of Dark Triad better, more research on the effects of Dark Triad on workplace behaviors are needed (Harms, & Spain, 2015) . A set of hypotheses based on the theoretical and empirical background for each Dark Triad traits are presented below, respectively for narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy.
In a recent study Yin and Cohen (2018) examined the associations between the Dark Triad traits and CWBs (both at individual and organizational level), on the sample of Chinese physicians. In their research the Dark Triad traits were all found to be positively related to CWBs at both interpersonal and organizational levels except for psychopathy (no significant correlation with CWBs at interpersonal level). DeShong, Grant, & Mullins-Sweatt (2015) analyzed the correlations between the Dark Triad and CWBs (both at individual and organizational level) on undergraduate psychology students (working at least 20 hours a week) sample and found that all the Dark Triad traits were positively related to both CWBI and CWBO. Kanten, Yeşiltaş, & Arslan, (2015) examined the relationships between Dark Triad and CWBs (as a total score) on the sample of hotel employees. They found; positive associations between Machiavellianism and CWBs, no significant associations with psychopathy and CWBs and negative associations with narcissism and CWBs. As it is seen, the empirical findings are not coherent with each other thus it is not really possible to come to a clear conclusion about the associations between Dark Triad and CWBs. That is also an important reason to conduct more research to test the associations between the Dark Triad and CWBs in order to provide additional findings to the current literature. Depending on the theoretical background, for each Dark Triad traits, a short discussion of the hypothesis development presented below.
Narcissism: Narcissists are self-oriented and they continuously seek power and prestige (Konrath, 2008) . Narcissists are aggressive especially when their ego is threatened (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998) . It is expected that in an organization, if narcissists can't achieve their goals, satisfy their ego and do not find enough support, they could commit some kinds of CWBs. In two Meta-analyses, narcissism was found to be positively related to CWBs. First, O'Boyle et al (2012) found a positive association (Effect size; r=0.43) between narcissism and CWBs. Later on, Grijalva and Newman (2015) conducted another Meta-analysis and the effect size was a bit weaker but still significant (r=0.23). Additionally found a positive association between narcissism and CWBs. Therefore, depending on the theoretical and empirical background the hypothesis for narcissism has been postulated as follows.
Hypothesis 1: Narcissism is a significant predictor of CWBs.
Machiavellianism: Machiavellians are more controlled and goal-oriented than narcissists and psychopaths. These individuals can easily apply various immoral and unethical tactics when it comes to their personal interests. Under regular circumstances they tend to be less aggressive than psychopaths, because they have a high tendency to behave politically to gain more power. Therefore they tend to build close relationships with the people who have power and authority in the organization. However, it can be argued that an employee who shows a Machiavellian tendency at a severe level (High Mach) is likely to harm his or her colleagues or organization in order to attain his or her own ends. For example, Machiavellians can exhibit behaviors such as lying, smearing, and making unwanted jokes to damage the reputation of a colleague who they see as opponents. Furthermore, if there are circumstances, policies, or individuals that prevent them from getting their way, it is likely that Machiavellians can apply several unethical tactics and strategies. In previous research Machiavellianism was related to unethical behaviors (Greenbaum et al., 2014; O'Fallon & Butterfield 2005) , lying, and cheating (Dahling, Kuyumcu, & Librizzi, 2012) . In a Meta-analysis, O'Boyle et al. (2012) found that Machiavellianism was found to be positively associated with interpersonal forms of CWBs. Therefore it is expected that;
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Hypothesis 2: Machiavellianism is a significant predictor of CWBs.
Psychopathy: Psychopaths tend to be more impulsive than narcissists and Machiavellians. People with high psychopathic tendencies tend to be aggressive in social life or in the organizational setting (Boddy, 2010; Hare, Hart, & Harpur, 1991) . However, it is not possible to claim that this assumption may be applied in all cases. Because psychopaths can be extremely attractive and impressive in some situations (e.g., being promoted in an organization, obtaining and maintaining power, and hiding the impulsive tendencies), they can be considered as successful psychopaths (Hall & Benning, 2006) . On the other hand, generally psychopaths are aggressive, impulsive, and have lack of empathy. In previous research, psychopathy was positively associated with conflict (Boddy, 2014) , bullying (Van Geel et al., 2017) , abusive supervision (Boddy, 2010) in the workplace. Therefore it is expected that they will apply CWBs in their organizations and the hypothesis is postulated as follows;
Hypothesis 3: Psychopathy is a significant predictor of CWBs.
4.Method

4.1.Sample & Data Collection
Participants were the employees working at different sectors in Sakarya Province, Turkey. A quantitative research was designed and a questionnaire form was created including the Turkish version of Dirty Dozen Dark Triad scale (DTDD-T), Turkish version of CWBs scale, and some additional questions (including the basic demographics features). Questionnaire forms were distributed to participants by hand (paper-pencil method) with the method of convenience sampling. Participants rated their own Dark Triad traits and counterproductive work behaviors. After eliminating the missing and sloppy questionnaire forms, a total of 244 valid questionnaires were obtained and used for further analysis. The data were collected between March 2018 and June 2018.
4.2.Scales
Dark Triad: The Turkish form (DTDD-T) (Özsoy, Rauthmann, Jonason, & Ardıç, 2017) of 12-item Dark Triad Dirty Dozen (DDTD; Jonason & Webster, 2010) was used with a five-point Likert-type response scale (1-totally disagree, 5-totally agree). Each dimension (i.e., subclinical narcissism, Machiavellianism, and subclinical psychopathy) has 4 items. Three individual scales as well as global Dark Triad dimensions reflecting general dark tendencies (Dark g) were used. Özsoy et al. (2017) tested the reliability (in terms of internal consistencies), validity [in terms of factorial (CFA) and construct validity (convergent and discriminant validity)] of the DTDD-T and concluded that the DTDD-T is valid and reliable in Turkish language. In order to test the factorial validity of DTDD-T for the current study, factor analyzes (both EFA and CFA) and internal consistency test (Cronbach' α) were applied. Once again the findings again supported the validity and reliability of the scale for the current research.
Counterproductive Work Behaviors:
The Turkish form (Öcel, 2010) of the 32-item counterproductive work behavior scale developed by Spector et al., (2006) was used with a five-point Likert-type scale (1-never, 5-everyday). The Turkish version of the scale has four different dimensions: sabotage, withdrawal, theft, and abuse. Öcel
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(2010) examined the factor structure, reliability, and construct validity of the scale and concluded that the scale is valid and reliable in Turkish language as 32 items with four dimensions. Factor analyzes (both EFA and CFA) and internal consistency (Cronbach' α) test were applied for also the current study. The number of items and dimensions were reduced after factor analysis for the current research. After factor analysis the sabotage dimensions had to be omitted also 2 items from abuse dimension "been nasty or rude to a client or customer", "made an obscene gesture (the Finger) to someone at work" and one item "stolen something belonging to your employer" from theft dimension had to be omitted. Thus in the current research the scale had 3 dimensions (withdrawal with 6 items, theft with 5 items, and abuse with 15 items) and 26 items. Three individual scales, as well as global CWB dimensions reflecting general counterproductive work behavior tendencies (CWBs g) were used in the current study.
4.3.Results
Demographic characteristics of the participants presented in Table 1 . Factor analysis findings (in terms of both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyzes to test the factorial validity of the scale) are displayed in Table 2 (for DTDD-T) and Table 3 (for CWBs scale). Descriptive statistics (M, SD) and internal consistency scores (α) are shared in Table 4 . The correlations analysis findings are displayed in Table 5 . The findings for the hypotheses which were tested with multiple regression analysis are displayed in Table 6 . Participants were 244 employees; 52.5 % female; 58.6 % Caucasian; 61.8 % married; 55.3 % from private sector, 42.6 % hold a bachelor degree (Table 1) . Additional details about the participants are; age: M = 31.5, SD = 8.13, range = 19-60 years; tenure (total): M = 10.2, SD = 9.33, range = 1-41 years; tenure (in the current organization): M = 5.55, SD = 5.24, range 1-31 years; average monthly income = 3077 Turkish Liras (with the current exchange rate it is approximately 581 USD, November 2018) (Table 4) .
In order to test the factor structure of both DTDD-T and CWBs scales, firstly Exploratory Factor analysis was applied. After that a Confirmatory Factor Analysis was also applied for both scales.
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Journal of Business Research-Türk For DTDD-T, firstly an EFA analysis was applied. As expected, coherent with the original and adaptation study, three factor emerged and details are presented in Table 2 . KMO value = 0.78; Bartlest Test= p<0.000; Total variance explained = 63.28 %; factor loadings ranged from 0.54 to 0.87; Total variance explained per dimensions; narcissism 21.81 %, Machiavellianism 20.74 %, and psychopathy 20.73 %. After EFA, a CFA was also applied and a three factor model fit the data well (with three factor solution) (χ²/df; 124.83/50=2.50; p<0.000; GFI = 0.92; AGFI = 0.88; TLI = 0.91; CFI = 0.93; RMSEA = 0.08). Factor loadings ranged from 0.46 to 0.95. These findings are at the acceptable level and supported the factorial validity of the scale. More details are presented in Table 2 . For CWBs scale at first, an EFA analysis was applied and as expected four dimensions were emerged. However the distribution of the items was not coherent with the adaptation study. It was mainly because of the sabotage dimension. Because only one sabotage item was representing the whole factor. Then this item was omitted but still the rest two items of sabotage had low factor loadings (less than 0.40) and these two items were under other factors. Therefore the remaining 2 sabotage items were also omitted. After this elimination, an EFA was run again and three factors emerged. However 1 item from theft dimension and two items from abuse dimension had less than 0.40 factor loadings. Therefore respectively those three items were also omitted. After that, with 26-item and 3 factors coherent with the adaptation study was emerged.
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Although via EFA, the scale was reduced to 3 factors and 26 items, at first a CFA was applied to CWBs scale with a four factor solution (as it is proposed as a four factor
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Journal of Business Research-Türk 749 scale in adaptation study) with 32 items. However, very poor fit indexes were achieved, once again mainly because of the sabotage dimension. After that a CFA analysis was applied to 26 items with 3 dimensions as obtained via EFA. The fit indexes were at acceptable level for χ²/df, CFI, and TLI, however for GFI, AGFI, and RMSA the indexes were poor (χ²/df; 929,878/263=3.54; p<0.000; GFI = 0.77; AGFI = 0.72; TLI = 0.88; CFI = 0.89; RMSEA = 0.10). It could be a problem of sample size or the number of items was not balanced as abuse dimension had 15 items whereas others had either 5 or 6 items. Consequently although the fit indexes were poor for few indicators, depending on EFA results it could be still considered that the factor structure of CWBs is acceptable with the revised form. More details are presented in Table 3 . Eliminated items for abuse dimension; "been nasty or rude to a client or customer" and "made an obscene gesture (the Finger) to someone at work". Eliminated item was for theft dimension; "stolen something belonging to your employer". As can be seen in Table 4 , overall, all scales achieved good internal consistency reliabilities (i.e., a minimum of .72). As a mean value, participants scored at the low level for all variables. .24*** .06 .20** .25*** -.70*** .71*** -Note. N = 244. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
As can be seen in Table 5 , the dark g-factor was positively correlated with all CWB sub-scales as well as the global score. For narcissism, there was only one positive correlation with withdrawal. The rest of the CWB sub-dimensions as well as the global score of CWBs did not associate with narcissism. In terms of Machiavellianism and psychopathy there were positive correlations with all CWB sub-scales as well as the
Journal of Business Research-Türk 750 global score and psychopathy had the strongest effects size with CWBs. As expected the sub-dimensions of CWBs were all strongly related with each other. Similarly all the Dark Triad traits were associated with each other positively similar to previous research (Ardıç & Özsoy, 2016; Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006; Paulhus & Williams, 2002) . For multiple regression findings, 12 different models were run: three predictor group (Narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy) × four different outcomes (global CWBs, withdrawal, theft, and abuse). As can be gleaned from the regression findings (Table 6) , only psychopathy had a positive effect on CWBs' total score (β = 0.20; p<0.01), as well as the abusive (β = 0.21; p<0.01) dimension of CWBs, and there were no other significant effects. In other words, only psychopathy was a significant predictor of CWBs whereas narcissism and Machiavellianism did not predict CWBs when the other variables were controlled. This finding supports that psychopathy is the most malevolent aspect of the Dark Triad traits in terms of CWBs. Therefore, H 1 and H 2 were both rejected, yet only H 3 was supported (Table 6 ).
According to ANOVA results, as it is seen the effects of the Dark Triad traits on; CWBs total score (R 2 is 7 %, adjusted R 2 is 6 %, p<0.01), withdrawal (R 2 is 4 %, adjusted R 2 is 3 %, p<0.05), theft (R 2 is 6 %, adjusted R 2 is 5 %, p<0.01), and (R 2 is 8 %, adjusted R 2 is 7 %, p<0.001) are all significant. But when R 2 ratios (both regular and adjusted R 2 values) are examined in terms of the combined effects of all Dark Triad traits on CWBs and its dimensions, it is possible to state the Dark Triad explains only a very small percentage of the variation of CWBs (around 5 %). The detailed Multiple Regression results are presented in Table 6 .
5.Discussion & Conclusion
All of the Dark Triad traits correlated positively with CWBs' global score (narcissism only positively related to withdrawal). However, in multiple regression analysis, only psychopathy was found to be a significant predictor of CWBs, whereas narcissism and Machiavellianism didn't predict CWBs. Psychopathy had a positive effect on CWBs globally as well as the abusive dimension of CWBs. Therefore H1 and
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H2 were both rejected and H3 was supported. DTDD-T was found both reliable and valid coherent with the original version and its Turkish adaptation. However the sabotage dimension, one item from theft dimension and two items from abuse dimension had to be omitted from the Turkish version of CWBs scale after EFA.
Interpretation of findings:
Research findings show that psychopathy may potentially lead to more destructive outcomes in an organizational setting. Psychopaths are impulsive, callous, aggressive, and lack of empathy Boddy, 2011) , which therefore might make it easier for them to commit various offenses and commit CWBs in their organizations. This finding is expected because in a recent study, it is emphasized that psychopathy is the most destructive dark personality trait (Miller et al., 2016) . Similarly, Furnham, Richards, and Paulhus (2013) examined the Dark Triad research from 2002 to 2013 and emphasized that psychopathy is more dangerous than the other two dark personality traits. Considering the existing empirical findings, it is not possible to state which of the Dark Triad traits effects CWBs stronger as the findings are not coherent with each other yet. Yin and Cohen (2018) found that narcissism and Machiavellianism were both positively related to CWBs at individual level (CWBI), whereas psychopathy did not significantly associate with CWBI. DeShong, Grant, & Mullins-Sweatt (2015) found that all the Dark Triad traits were positively related to both CWBI and CWBO. Kanten, Yeşiltaş, & Arslan, (2015) found positive associations with Machiavellianism and CWBs and no correlation with psychopathy and negative correlation with narcissism. These different findings obtained in previous research could be because of professional or cultural differences. In the current research, although the Dark Triad were mainly positively associated with CWBs, only psychopathy had a positive effect on CWBs (at organizational level) in multiple regression analysis. However it is clear that more research should be carried out for a more comprehensive conclusion.
In the case of narcissism, it is important to state that the findings obtained in the current research are not coherent with previous findings. This could be because of two reasons. First, the tendency of being aggressive increases more when narcissists are severely criticized and their ego is threatened (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998) . Generally speaking, it is expected that narcissists will be more likely to have negative effects on people who are in a close proximity to themselves (e.g., subordinates, coworkers, and customers). However, if they have people in the organizational environment who support their egoistic nature (e.g., people who have strong, successful and highly profitable positions), narcissists may be less inclined to become aggressive and harm the people around them. Second, in their Meta-analysis, Grijalva & Newman (2015) and O'Boyle et al., (2012) mainly examined the independent papers coming from Western societies. However, Turkey is a more collectivist society than many other Western countries. In collectivist societies, especially where in-group collectivism (IGC) is high, narcissists engage in CWBs less (Grijalva & Newman, 2015; O'Boyle et al., 2012) . This has yielded a similar result in another study conducted in Turkey sample (see., Kanten, Yeşiltaş, & Arslan, 2015) . Furthermore, some researchers have emphasized that narcissism is the bright side of the dark side (Volmer, Koch, & Göritz, 2016) . For Machiavellianism, the results obtained in the current study were not totally in the expected direction. As explained earlier in the manuscript, Machiavellianism had a positive correlation with CWBs (DeShong, Grant, & Mullins-Sweatt 2015; Yin & Cohen, 2018) . But when narcissism and psychopathy were controlled in the multiple
İşletme Araştırmaları Dergisi
Journal of Business Research-Türk 752 regressions, the effects of Machiavellianism became weaker due to the stronger association between psychopathy and CWBs.
It is still not easy to propose some tactics and methods to cope with dark personality traits in organizations. Although psychopathy was found to be a stronger predictor of CWBs in the current research, narcissism and Machiavellianism were also both found to be positively related to CWBs. That means dark personality traits are needed to be critically examined and managed in organizations. However it is really hard to do that due to some important reasons. People with dark personality trait tendencies create their own advantages in recruitment interviews. This makes them to get hired easier and also to promote higher positions in organizations (Özsoy, 2017) . Also due to their manipulative nature, applying standard personality tests are not the best solution as they are likely to manipulate self-reported measures.
Limitations of the research: There are several limitations that need to be stated. First, the research does not focus on a particular sector and the research only includes a small number of sample size. Second in order to measure the Dark Triad a short version of Dark Triad scale has been used. Although its psychometric properties have been proven in many other languages (e.g., Czarna et al., 2015; Küfner, Dufner, & Back, 2015) , it still can't include all the dimensions of each Dark Triad traits. Third there was no mediator or moderator variable to test the situational effects of Dark Triad. For example if a narcissistic has enough narcissistic suppliers, then it might lead a different result. If his/her ego is not threatened in the organizations, it might not be possible to perceive the possible darker aspect of a narcissistic. Therefore examining the mediating or moderating role of variables such as position, power, and social relationships would be a significant contribution.
Future research suggestions:
The current research doesn't provide any findings on the consequences of personality traits of employees who have a managerial position and who don't. The effects of some other individual differences on CWBs can be examined in order to understand the individual predictors of CWBs better. Thus in future research, the effects of Dark Triad on CWBs should be examined in various levels (e.g., bottom line, middle, and top management or blue-collar vs. white-collar). Also the role of cultural differences on the effect of the Dark Triad on work-related attitudes should be examined. Especially a comparison of the effects of individualist and collectivist cultures on the consequences of the Dark Triad could help to understand Dark Triad in organizational setting better. A specific research suggestion could be also proposed for Turkey sample, although for the last decade the number of Dark Triad research increase in Western societies, little is known about the consequences of dark personalities in Turkey. The moderating or mediating roles of some variables such as power, social relations, position, and self-efficacy could be also examined to understand the role of situational and individual factors on the consequences of the Dark Triad.
To sum up, among the Dark Triad traits, psychopathy was found to be a significant predictor of CWBs, and also in previous research, psychopathy was found to be adversely related to several behaviors towards the organization. Therefore, while making recruitment and promotion decisions, practitioners should carefully evaluate the dark personality traits of their employees to increase organizational efficiency, especially for psychopathy.
